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offset printing press with heated aluminum
page plates, and from manual typewriters and
linotype machines to video display terminals
and computerized typesetters.

Warren helped celebrate the newspaper’s
50th anniversary edition in 1940 and also its
100th anniversary edition in 1990. Throughout
this time he has played a role in chronicling
the news events in his town and county and
in promoting projects that would benefit his
community.

Over the years Warren has been active in
many civic organizations—as a charter mem-
ber of the Gainesville Optimist Club, a charter
member of Scottish Rite Valley of Fort Worth,
32nd degree, and a life member of the Texas
Circulation Managers Association. He also has
been active in the PTA, Commander, Amer-
ican Legion, Chamber of Commerce, Little
League baseball, Girl Scouts and Camp Fire
Girls, Cooke County College Ex-Students As-
sociation, and Gainesville Shrine Club.

Warren credits his wife, Quade, for support-
ing him through good times and bad for 52
years—almost as long as he worked for the
Register. He also gives much credit for his
successful tenure to his associates on the
newspaper. In 1993 he received the Sam C.
Holloway Memorial Award from the North and
East Texas Press Association and also re-
ceived the Golden 50 Award from the Texas
Press Association in commemoration of 50
years of service to journalism.

He and Quade have three children—Janice
of Wharton, Donna of Sherman, and Max of
Oklahoma City, and seven grandchildren—six
boys and a girl, who will occupy some of his
retirement time. He also plans to do some
traveling and a little fishing and hunting along
the way.

More importantly, Mr. Speaker, as he begins
this new phase of his life, he can look back
with satisfaction on a lifetime of accomplish-
ments in his hometown of Gainesville. His ef-
forts on behalf of his hometown newspaper
and on behalf of his community will always be
appreciated. As his friend and admirer for
many years, I commend his many successes,
his distinguished career, and his civic contribu-
tions. I join many other friends in Gainesville
and in Cooke County who wish him well.
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PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. RANDY ‘‘DUKE’’ CUNNINGHAM
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, February 15, 1995

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I was un-
avoidably detained and missed the vote on
final passage of H.R. 666, the Exclusionary
Rule Reform Act. As a strong supporter of
H.R. 666, had I been present, I would have
voted in favor of the bill.
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BEREUTER AMENDMENT TO H.R.
728

HON. DOUG BEREUTER
OF NEBRASKA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, February 15, 1995

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, this Member
would like to express his dissatisfaction with

the rule granted for consideration of H.R. 728.
This rule placed a 10-hour time limit on debate
on any amendments. According to the rule,
preference was to be given to amendment
preprinted in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.
Preference was also given to members of the
Judiciary Committee, whether their amend-
ments had been printed in the RECORD or not.
Over 1 hour and 47 minutes were taken for
votes, leaving many Members who are not
members of the Judiciary Committee without
an opportunity to offer their amendments. If
the time for votes had not been included in the
10 hours for debate, many other Members
would have been able to offer amendments.

Specifically, this Member tried throughout
the day on Tuesday, February 14, to offer his
amendment No. 22, which was printed in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on February 13. A
copy of the amendment follows:

AMENDMENT TO H.R. 728, AS REPORTED,
OFFERED BY MR. BEREUTER OF NEBRASKA

Page 12, after line 7, insert the following:
‘‘(10) the unit of local government will

spend not more than 50 percent of the funds
received under this title to purchase law en-
forcement equipment and hardware, includ-
ing but not restricted to vehicles, machin-
ery, communications equipment, and com-
puter equipment, that assist law enforce-
ment officials in reducing or preventing
crime and improving public safety unless the
Attorney General certifies that extraor-
dinary and exigent circumstances exist that
make the use of more than 50 percent of such
funds for such purposes essential to the
maintenance of public safety and good order
in such unit of local government.

The Bereuter amendment was simple and
straightforward. It would have prohibited the
use of more than 50 percent of the grant for
law enforcement equipment and hardware, in-
cluding but not restricted to vehicles, machin-
ery, communications equipment, and computer
equipment. This amendment also had a waiv-
er provision so that in extraordinary cir-
cumstances a local government may make a
request to the Attorney General for an exemp-
tion from the 50-percent restriction.

The 50-percent restriction would be a very
minimal requirement. It was not unreasonable
in any way and would not have imposed a
burden or hardship on local governments. It is
interesting to note that a 1976 study of the
LEAA grants indicates that the percentage of
LEAA grants spent on equipment from 1969 to
1971 range from 39.2 to 22.2 percent. The
Bereuter amendment was very generous per-
haps to a fault, by limiting equipment expendi-
tures to 50 percent.

The Bereuter amendment would have gone
a long way to improve H.R. 728 by placing
greater emphasis on funding for personnel
and locally supported and locally effective
crime programs. This amendment also pro-
vided some answer and some assurance to
those concerned that there would be a de-
crease in the numbers of new cops on the
street by ensuring that only half of the funds
could be used for equipment and hardware.
This restriction also provided some restraint
against excesses by local governments.

The Schumer amendment accept in the Ju-
diciary Committee would not have been af-
fected by this amendment. The prohibition on
the use of grant funds for tanks, limousines,
planes, real estate, and yachts would have re-
mained in place. Another Schumer amend-
ment offered during Floor debate added the

prohibitions on the use of funds for consult-
ants and for vehicles not intended for police
use.

The last general block grant program to fight
crime was the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration block grant program in the
1970’s. There were many documented cases
of outright abuse and waste of taxpayers’
funds. During debate on H.R. 728, many ex-
amples were given and many comparisons
were made to that now defunct program.
LEAA was grately revised in 1979, and even-
tually eliminated during the Reagan adminis-
tration in 1982.

This Member has first-hand knowledge of
some of the excesses of the LEAA grants as
a result of his service on the Nebraska State
Crime Commission from 1969 to 1971. While
there were many criticisms of the LEAA pro-
gram, the source of the most flagrant abuses
of Federal funds was the use of the LEAA
grants for crime fighting equipment and hard-
ware. For example, LEAA funds were used to
purchase a tank in Louisiana, an airplane for
the personal use of the Governor of Indiana,
a $2 million prototype that did not work, and
$1.3 million fingerprint computer never used in
the 7 years it was owned by the State of Illi-
nois.

In 1979, the House and Senate prohibited
the use of grant funds for the purchase of
equipment or hardware, except for information
and telecommunications systems and bullet
proof vests. Hardware and equipment could
only be purchased if the purchase or pay-
ments are incurred as a incidental and nec-
essary part of an of improvement program or
project. This allowed an exception for nec-
essary purchases but indeed it was a very
wide loophole.

This Member’s amendment to H.R. 728
would have allowed local communities to use
no more than 50 percent of the grant for
equipment and hardware; this limitation would
have precluded the use of a disproportionate
share of funds for equipment and hardware.

The Bereuter amendment was necessary to
assist in avoiding the mistakes made during
the existence of the Law Enforcement Assist-
ance Administration. We should have learned
those lessons before through the LEAA expe-
rience, after millions of taxpayer dollars were
wasted. We have the power to establish a
new grant program that effectively fights
crime, is a formula that would reduce waste
and abuse. This Member believes it is most
unfortunate that this Member was not allowed
to offer his amendment for a vote. It would
have greatly improved the block grant program
created by H.R. 728 and answered numerous
arguments that personnel needs like cops on
the beat and local attuned prevention pro-
grams would not be ignored or downgraded.
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CONGRATULATIONS TO JERREL D.
SMITH ON HIS RETIREMENT

HON. RICHARD A. GEPHARDT
OF MISSOURI

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, February 15, 1995

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased
to recognize the contributions and work of
Jerrel D. Smith of St. Louis, MO, on the occa-
sion of his retirement.
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Jerrel Smith, vice president—Environmental,

Safety, and Health for the Union Electric Co.
of St. Louis, MO, retired on January 31. He
will assume a new role as environmental pol-
icy consultant to the senior management of
the Union Electric Co.

In his 37 years of service to Union Electric
Co., Mr. Smith has played an active role in as-
sisting Federal, State, and local legislative and
regulatory entities in establishing environ-
mental protection. During his career, he has
participated in the formation and implementa-
tion of many environmental laws. Of particular
note was his work with us on the Clean Air
Act, which will help us achieve reductions in
air pollution in a way that achieves tough new
standards in a cost-effective manner. This
work will save ratepayers in eastern Missouri
many millions of dollars.

The 104th Congress acknowledges the
many achievements of Jerrel Smith. We thank
him for his continuing contributions to the de-
velopment of effective national policies—and
wish him best of luck in his new endeavors.
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GAO REPORT—FORMER SOVIET
UNION

HON. LEE H. HAMILTON
OF INDIANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, February 15, 1995

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, on February 7
the GAO issued Report GAO/NSIAD–95–10,
entitled ‘‘Former Soviet Union: U.S. Bilateral
Program Lacks Effective Coordination.’’ As the
report puts it:

[w]hile the Freedom Support Act gives the
State Department Coordinator broad respon-
sibility for U.S. bilateral programs with the
Former Soviet Union . . . We found that, in
practice, the Coordinator’s role is much
more limited. Other groups within the execu-
tive branch have equal or greater influence
and authority over assistance to the FSU or
function autonomously outside the Coordi-
nator’s purview.

A new Coordinator has now been named to
replace Ambassador Simons. While his char-
ter will be signed by the President instead of
the National Security Advisor, and he will re-
port directly to the Secretary of State instead
of the Deputy Secretary, it is not clear that his
legal authority has been broadened.

I believe the GAO report is evidence that
the coordinator of aid to the former Soviet
Union should be in the White House and
should have authority over all agencies in-
volved in assistance to the FSU. The text of
the report’s Results in Brief follows:

RESULTS IN BRIEF

This report points out that the coordina-
tion process has not always worked smooth-
ly—as could be expected for an undertaking
of this magnitude. Disputes have arisen be-
tween the Coordinator, USAID, and other
federal agencies over the appropriateness of
various projects. We have not judged the ap-
propriateness of positions taken by various
agencies in these disputes. Although the var-
ious parties agree that problems exist in the
coordination process, there is no consensus
as to how the coordination process should
change. We are not making any rec-
ommendations in this report.

For fiscal years 1990 through 1993, 19 U.S.
government agencies committed a total of
$10.1 billion for bilateral grants, donations,
and credit programs to the FSU. During the

period, federal agencies obligated $1 billion
and spent $434 million of the $1.8 billion au-
thorized by Congress for grant programs, ob-
ligated $1.6 billion, and spent $1.22 billion for
the donation program, and made $6.7 billion
available for direct loans, guarantees, and
insurance agreements.

The structure for coordinating and manag-
ing U.S. bilateral programs for the FSU
starts with the National Security Council’s
Policy Steering Group chaired by the Deputy
Secretary of State. This is the only place
where all U.S. government policies and pro-
grams involving the FSU come together and
where all agencies report. The National Se-
curity Council Directorate for Russian,
Ukrainian, and Eurasian Affairs, which pro-
vides staff support to the Policy Steering
Group, has itself played a coordinating role
and was key in developing the U.S. package
of assistance first presented at the 1993
Tokyo Economic Summit. The Policy Steer-
ing Group approved the package but has very
limited involvement in grant and credit pro-
gram implementation.

Pursuant to the Freedom Support Act, in
May 1993, the President designated a Coordi-
nator within the Department of State and
charged him with (1) designing an overall as-
sistance and economic cooperation strategy
for the FSU; (2) ensuring program and policy
coordination among agencies implementing
the act; (3) pursuing coordination with other
countries and international organizations
with respect to assistance to the FSU; (4) en-
suring proper management, implementation,
and oversight by agencies responsible for as-
sistance programs for the FSU; and (5) re-
solving policy and assistance program dis-
putes among U.S. agencies participating in
the assistance program. The Coordinator re-
ports to the Deputy Secretary of State.

While the Freedom Support Act gives the
State Department Coordinator broad respon-
sibility for U.S. bilateral programs with the
FSU—and calls on him to coordinate with
other countries and international organiza-
tions on aid programs to the FSU—we found
that, in practice, the Coordinator’s role is
much more limited. Other groups within the
executive branch have equal or greater influ-
ence and authority over assistance to the
FSU or function autonomously outside the
Coordinator’s purview. In addition, the Coor-
dinator has limited or no authority to direct
activities of the Cooperative Threat Reduc-
tion program or worldwide programs with
the FSU components, such as those of the
Export-Import Bank, the Overseas Private
Investment Corporation, and Department of
Agriculture, and thus has no way of ensuring
that all programs for the FSU complement
one another.

The only bilateral program wholly within
the Coordinator’s purview is the program
funded by the Freedom Support Act. All
agencies, even those with programs that are
not under the purview of the Coordinator,
generally report on their activities in the
FSU to the Assistance Coordination Group,
which the Coordinator chairs. However, the
Group is not a decision-making body but is
essentially a forum for sharing information
and giving greater transparency to the pro-
gram.

Although the Coordinator has issued strat-
egy papers on assistance to and economic co-
operation with the FSU and Russia, these
documents focus primarily on technical as-
sistance. They do not develop a clearly ar-
ticulated strategy for achieving the
overarching goals of the Freedom Support
Act or for helping the countries of the FSU
achieve their reform objectives. For exam-
ple, the strategy papers do not discuss what
role programs of the Export-Import Bank,
the Overseas Private Investment Corpora-
tion, or the Department of Defense will play
in achieving U.S. objectives in the FSU.

Other participants involved with U.S. as-
sistance to the FSU have at times resisted,
hindered, or overruled the Coordinator’s ef-
forts to develop a coherent and comprehen-
sive assistance program for the FSU. These
include Cabinet and other agencies, the
Gore-Chernomyrdin Commission and Con-
gress through congressional earmarks. Re-
gardless of the merits of individual cases, the
numerous efforts to work outside the coordi-
nation process dilutes the Coordinator’s abil-
ity to coordinate the broad range of the bi-
lateral program and to develop a strategy
that covers the full scope of U.S. economic
cooperation activities. (See apps. I and II for
further information on the coordination
structure and process.)

The Coordinator’s role has been further
complicated by the existence of serious dis-
agreement between agencies over various as-
pects of the program. USAID, a primary im-
plementing agency for Freedom Support Act
programs, has been involved in numerous
disputes with other government agencies
over money and policy.

Agencies complained that USAID often at-
tempted to hinder their participation in the
program despite the Coordinator’s instruc-
tions, would not cooperate with them, and
often ignored or overlooked experience other
government agencies had with the issues at
hand.

USAID officials disagreed with this charac-
terization. They said that other agencies
often want to use Freedom Support Act as-
sistance funds for purposes that are not con-
sistent with priorities USAID believes are
appropriate. USAID believes it is responsible
for maintaining accountability over the pro-
gram; however, USAID officials said that
sometimes other agencies do not understand
USAID’s accountability requirements.

According to an official at the Coordina-
tor’s Office, disputes between USAID and
other agencies have required the Coordina-
tor’s Office to spend an excessive amount of
time dealing with high-level political battles
over small amounts of money instead of
spending time developing program goals and
objectives. (See app. III for information on
implementation problems and app. IV for the
status of program obligations and expendi-
tures.)
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LOCAL GOVERNMENT LAW EN-
FORCEMENT BLOCK GRANTS ACT
OF 1995

SPEECH OF

HON. C.W. BILL YOUNG
OF FLORIDA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, February 13, 1995

The House in Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union had under
consideration the bill (H.R. 728) to control
crime by providing law enforcement block
grants.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in support of H.R. 728, the Local Gov-
ernment Law Enforcement Block Grants Act.
This legislation represents the final piece of
the Taking Back Our Streets Act, 1 of the 10
points of the Republican Contract With Amer-
ica. Passage of today’s bill marks the comple-
tion of this important legislation, and continues
our efforts to radically rejuvenate our Nation’s
fight against crime.

Today’s legislation replaces major portions
of the Violent Crime Control and Law Enforce-
ment Act of 1994, which set up a variety of
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